5oo	THE LAW OF MOVABLES
that will be granted to him by the lex situs if he observes the
order and pays the judgment creditor should be a good dis-
charge everywhere. The leading case is Swiss Bank Corpora-
tion v. Boemische Industrial Bank.1
The plaintiffs had recovered judgment for a large sum of money
against the defendants, a company carrying on business exclusively in
Czechoslovakia. The defendants kept an account at a London bank
where their balance was over ^9,000. The plaintiffs issued a garnishee
summons against the bank.
It was objected that to make a garnishee order in these circum-
stances would be inequitable, since the bank, if sued later in
Czechoslovakia, would probably be ordered to pay the sum
over again to the defendants. The Court of Appeal nevertheless
made the order in the confident belief that, having been made
in the country where the debt was normally and properly
recoverable, its validity and effect would not be repudiated in
Czechoslovakia.
Priorities The lex situs of the debt which it is sought to attach deter-
govemed mines> not 01*ly the question of jurisdiction, but also the effect
by lex situs of the garnishment as regards third parties. If, for example, an
involuntary assignment occurs after a voluntary assignment
has already been made, the lex situs determines whether the
rights of the voluntary assignee have been postponed or de-
feated; if the involuntary assignment occurs first, the lex situs
determines what rights, if any, the voluntary assignee has
acquired. A question, of priorities arose in the case of In re
Queensland Mercantile and Agency C0.,2 the facts of which were
as follows:
The Union Bank of Australia held debentures issued by the Queens-
land Company charging the shares in that company that were not fully
paid up. The bank was domiciled in England and the company in
Queensland. After the capital had been called up, but before it was paid
by the shareholders, who thus became debtors of the company, the X
Company, domiciled in Scotland, began an action for negligence in
Scotland against the Queensland Company, and immediately issued the
Scottish process of arrestment against numerous shareholders who were
domiciled in Scotland. The effect of this process according to Scottish
law was to prevent the shareholders, pending a decision in the action of
negligence, from paying the calls to the company.
The question that fell to be decided was whether the Union Bank,
as debenture-holders, were entitled to be paid first out of the unpaid
1	[1923] r K.B. 673.
2	[1891] i CL 536; affd. [1892] i Ch. 219,

